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SAMPLE 


Seventeen  organisations  were  interviewed  and  are  listed 
in  Exhibit  II. 1. 

By  CPU  manufacturer,  the  distribution  of  the  sample  was 
as  f ol 1 ows  :  - 


Amdahl  7.4%  (2) 

IBM  37.1%  (10) 

Olivetti  14.8%  (4) 

NAS  25.9%  (7) 

Siemens  7.4%  (2) 

Other  7.4%  (2). 


The  full   distribution  can  be  seen  in  Exhibit  11.2. 


"Other"  vendors  include  Hitachi  (2)  for  CPU's,  and  disk 
and  tape  vendors  such  as  Memorex. 


A  number  of  respondents  had  more  than  one  'brand'  of 
CPU. 
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EXHIBIT  II. 1 


COMPANIES   INTERVIEWED  -  ITALY 


Bracco  PU/v/v^^-XcA^' 
Sio  Ossigeno    kJ^^c^  ( cUe^c<^ 
Exportex  <N^M^t^<^ 
Telettra  <^C-ixv^ 
Comifar  ^^^\-^-^6o 
Nielsen 

Sandvik  U\^(^J^ 
Novo  Banco  Ambrosiano 
Henkel 

Cedacri  Nord 
Dat amon t 

Caffaro  M/^C^^ 
Istat 

St.-^^obain  Fabrica  Pisana 
Unilever  i(^\A-U/^,y^cc^^ 


En i  da^a 


IBM 

IBM 
NAS 

IBM/NAS 
IBM/NAS 
IBM/NAS 
IBM 

7^  H#4=^gt^i/01  i  vetti/NAS 
Olivetti 

IBM/Amdahl 

IBM 

Amdah 1 

fefeci^-(\K<idU-.u^  01ivetti/^iii-5^€4^4- 
IBM/NAS 
01 i  vetti/IBM 


ANALYSIS  OF  COMPANIES  BY  CATEGORY 


Financial  2 
Manufacturing  8 
Service  7 
Educat i  on/Heath 
Government/ ut  i 1 i  ty 
Transport 
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II.     EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

A.       KEY  CONCLUSIONS 

f        NAS  has  a  considerable  credibility  gap  in   Italy.  Actual 
users  rate  NAS  generally  more  highly  than  IBM,  Olivetti 
or  Siemens  users.     The  general   perception  of  NAS  is 
rather  different,  with  NAS  being  more  poorly  regarded 
than  both  IBM  and  01 i  vett i  . 

f        The  most  important  purchasing  factor  mentioned  is 

reliability.  NAS  performs  badly  in  this  element,  rating 
below  target,   and  poorer  than  Amdahl   and  Olivetti. 

§        Taking  the  16  most  important  purchasing  criteria,  i.e. 
those  rated  at  7.5  or  above  on  a  scale  of  1-10: 

NAS  was  better  than: 

Target  in  12  (75%)   of  the  criteria 

.        Amdahl  in  4  (25%)  of  the  criteria 

IBM  in  14  (87.5%)   of  the  criteria 

Olivetti  in  11  (68.75%)   of  the  criteria 

Siemens  in  12  (75%)   of  the  criteria. 

§        NAS  was  rated  best  of  all   vendors  in  four  of  these  key 
factors : 

Software  maintenance 
Service  organisation 
Systems  consultancy 
Post  sales  effort. 

§        On  the  negative  side,   NAS  is  rated  poorer  than: 

Amdahl  in  10  (62.5%)  of  the  criteria 
IBM  in     1   (6.25%)   of  the  criteria 

Olivetti   in     2  (12.5%)  of  the  criteria 

— S4-effl-e4i~s___Jji_,„I__4-6-,-^5-%^  i  a 

Target       in     4   (25%)   of  the  criteria. 

0        The  key  factors   in  which  NAS  performs  below  target  are: 
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Reliability 
Price/performance 
Hardware  support 
Qual i  ty . 

Three  of  the  above  are  rated  in  the  top  five  most  impor- 
tant cr i  ter i  a . 

•  From  the  above  it  can  be  seen  that  NAS  is  well  thought 
of  by  its  own  users,  generally  more  so  than  IBM, 
Olivetti   or  Siemens'   own  users.     Only  Amdahl  enjoys 
better  support  from  users.     However,   the  fact  that  NAS 
users  rate  the  company  below  target  in  the  five  most 
important  criteria  is  cause  for  concern. 

•  Perceptions  of  NAS  are  different  to  the  ratings  of 
actual   users.     NAS  is  seen  by  all   users  to  be: 

Better  than  Amdahl   in  all   respects  -  actual  users 
rate  Amdahl  more  highly  than  NAS. 

Worse  than   IBM  in  all   aspects  except  price. 

Worse  than  Olivetti   in  all  aspects  except 
performance. 

Better  than  Siemens  in  all   product  qualities,  but 
poorer  in  company  image  and  marketing  strength. 

t        Loyalty  is  moderate  for  most  vendors.     Siemens  rates 

perfect  loyalty,   but  this  is  probably  due  to  the  limited 
sample  size.     IBM  generates  the  next  highest  loyalty 
factor,    (4.3  on  a  scale  of  1-6),  Amdahl   4.0,  with  NAS 
3.9.     Olivetti   is  the  weakest  even  though   it  is  the 
national  producer. 

Experience  is  the  most  common  reason  for  loyalty. 

•  Most  users  would  consider  changing  vendors,  mainly  on 
cost  and  reliability  grounds.     External   issues  are  vir- 
tually irrelevant  in  the  purchasing  decision.  Those 
users  unwilling  to  change  vendors  are  concerned  about 
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the  risks  of  changing,   and  possible  support  problems, 
particularly  in  a  multi-vendor  environment. 

•  The  most  pleasing  aspects  about  NAS  to  its  users  are  the 
good  personal   relationships  established,  flexibility  and 
desire  to  please.     Very  few  respondents  felt  strongly 
about  NAS  or  its  products. 

B.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

f        The  most  comforting  result  of  the  survey  for  NAS  is  the 
fact  that  in  general   its  users  rate  it  more  highly  than 
either  IBM's,  Olivetti's  or  Siemens'   own  users.  This 
can  provide  a  starting  point  for  a  sales  campaign. 

f        Siemens  in  particular  seems  very  weak  and  vulnerable. 
NAS  betters  or  at  least  equals  Siemens'   performance  in 
every  aspect  except  compatibility.     Not  only  that,  but 
in  all   practical   areas  NAS  is  perceived  by  all   users  to 
be  superior  to  Siemans. 

§        NAS  should  be  able  to  sell   aggressively  against 

Siemens.     The  key  point  is  to  demonstrate  NAS  com- 
patibility at  a  practical   level,   and  to  take  steps  to 
improve  the  company's  image  and  perceived  marketing 
strength. 

0        A  campaign  to  improve  NAS's  perception  in  the  market 
place  is  important.     The  positive  comments  by  the 
company's  own  users  are  not  reflected  in  the  overall 
view  the  market  has  of  NAS.     If  these  perceptions  can  be 
changed,   then  there  is  no  reason  why  NAS  should  not  also 
mount  a  campaign  against  Olivetti   and  IBM. 

•  There  are  two  areas  which  demand  immediate  attention: 
reliability  and  price/performance.     NAS  should  investi- 
gate its  reliability  record  among  users   in   Italy  and 
examine  ways  of   improving  it. 

•  Overcoming  these  two  problems  will   open   up  both  Olivetti 
and  IBM  to  attack.     Olivetti   has  a  much  lower  loyalty 


factor  than  IBM,   so  should  be  more  vulnerable  to  a  cam- 
paign.    Nationalism  does  not  play  a  major  role  in 
purchasing  decisions,   so  should  not  prove  a  barrier. 

In  setting  up  a  campaign,   besides  countering  the 
problems  identified  earlier,  NAS  must  bear  in  mind  the 
f 0 1 1 owi  n g  points: 

Olivetti 

The  users  interviewed  are  very  cost  conscious. 
They  specifically  highlight  lower  prices, 
improved  performance  and  a  better  price  per- 
formance rating. 

There  is  also  a  need  for  the  supplier  to  pro- 
vide a  consultancy  role  to  be  user.     This  is 
one  of  NAS's  strengths  and  should  be  built 
upon . 

Olivetti  have  specific  weaknesses  in  their 
support  operation,  again  one  of  NAS's  main 
strengths,   and  are  weak   in  skilled  staff. 

The  NAS  attack  should,   therefore,  aim  to  com- 
bat the  adverse  market  perception  of  the  com- 
pany vis-a-vis  Olivetti,   to  demonstrate  its 
superiority  in  virtually  all   areas,  par- 
ticularly support  and  personnel;   and  try  to 
overcome  the  adverse  views  about  reliability 
and  price/performance. 

Siemens 

The  key  weakness  associated  with  Siemens  is 
the   'old-fashioned'   nature  of  the  product. 
They  are  not  regarded  by  Siemens  users  as 
state-of-the-art  products,   nor  is  the  company 
itself  considered  to  be  a  leader  in 
technology. 
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NAS  must  first  counter  the  adverse  com- 
patibility image  they  have  compared  to 
Siemens,  and  then  take  action  to  improve  their 
company  image  and  demonstrate  their  strength 
in  the  market. 
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III.   STUDY  FINDINGS 
A.  LOYALTY 

1.  LOYALTY  FACTORS 

§        Loyalty  factors  and  rationale  are  shown  in  Exhibits  13.1 
and  13.2.     NAS,  with  a  factor  of  3.9,  does  not  rate  as 
well   as  Siemens   (6.0),  Amdahl    (4.0)   or  IBM  (4.3). 

0        Only  two  respondents  regarded  loyalty  as  a  matter  of 
company  policy.     The  single  most  quoted  reason  for 
loyalty  (6  mentions)   is  general   satisfaction  with  the 
equipment  installed.     The  other  significant  reasons 
given  were  dependability,  cost  effectiveness  and 
performance . 

0        Exhibits  13.3  and  13.4  demonstrate  the  relationship  bet- 
ween loyalty  to  the  company  and  loyalty  to  the  product. 

Half  the  respondents  see  their  loyalty  as  50-50 
between  the  two,  with  44%  regarding  themselves  as 
most  loyal   to  the  product  than  the  vendor's 
company. 

0        The  most  important  reason  given  for  this  loyalty  is  com- 
pany policy  towards  existing  vendors,  with  past 
experience  and  vendor  reputation  also  mentioned.  The 
importance  of  maintaining  good  relations  with  vendor  and 
the  vendor's  positive  response  to  a  loyal   customer  was 
also  highlighted. 

2.  PLEASURES  AND   IRRITANTS  WITH  VENDORS  AND  PRODUCTS 

0        Exhibits  13.5  to  13.8  summarise  users'   feelings  towards 
their  vendors  and  products. 

Overall,   the  most  pleasing  vendor  attribute  was 
support  with   IBM  being  rated  most  highly.  The 
other  significant  factor  is  product  range,  again 
with   IBM  rating  highly. 
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EXHIBIT  13.9 


Average  Length  of  Time 


Business  relationship  between  vendor  and  customer  prior 
to  a  purchasing  decision  being  taken 


3.7  months 


Time  taken   to  make  a  decision  on  purchase 

3.5  months 


\ 
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NAS  received  specific  mentions  for  good  personal 
relationships,  flexibility  and  intent  to  please. 

NAS  was  also  praised  for  product  reliability  and 
^        quality,   but  was  criticised  by  one  respondent  for 
poor  support  and  a  limited  product  range. 

The  most  widespread  product  criticism  is  related  to 
cost,  with  IBM  particularly  being  mentioned  in  this 
respect . 

B.       PURCHASING  TRENDS  AND  INFLUENCES 

1.       TANGIBLE   PRODUCT  REQUIREMENTS 

t        Exhibits  13.10  to  13.13  compare  the  relative  importance 
of  buying  parameters  and  current  vendors'  performance. 

•        In  order  of  average  importance,   the  key  parameters  are: 


Reliability 

(8. 

9) 

Performance 

(8. 

6) 

Price/Performance 

(8. 

6) 

Compat  i  b i 1 i  ty 

(8. 

5) 

Price 

(8. 

1) 

Qual i  ty 

(8. 

1) 

Upgrad eab i 1 i  ty 

(7. 

5) 

Availability 

(7. 

4) 

Consulting  Assistance 

(6. 

5) 

Floor  Space 

(5. 

0) 

Environment 

(1. 

0). 

•        Compared  to  target,   NAS  performed  well    in   the  following 
areas : 

Performance 
Compa t  i  b i 1 i  ty 
Price 

Upgradeability 
Systems  Consultancy. 

t        NAS  outperformed   IBM  in  all   areas  except  reliability 
(  ranked  equal ) . 
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NAS  failed  to  meet  target  in  the  following  areas: 

Reliability 

Price/Performance 

Quality. 

Amdahl   is  seen  to  outperform  NAS  in  all   areas  except 
quality.     It  should  be  pointed  out  that  this  result  may 
be  unreliable  due  to  the  relatively  small  Amdahl  sample. 

NAS  also  performs  well   against  Olivetti   and  Siemens  with 
the  exception  of  reliability  and  price/performance 
(Olivetti),  and  compatibility  (Siemens). 

TANGIBLE   SUPPORT  REQUIREMENTS 

Exhibit   13.14  illustrates  the  importance  of  support 
requirements,   and  compares  vendor  performance  against 
this  target. 

In  order  of  importance,   the  three  factors  are: 


NAS  performs  better  than  target  for  software  maintenance 
and  system  consultancy,   and  marginally  below  target  in 
hardware  support. 

NAS  performs  better  than  all   other  suppliers   in  system 
consultancy,   and  all   suppliers  other  than  Amdahl  for 
software  maintenance. 

Hardware  maintenance  is  NAS's  weakest  point,  falling 
below  target,   and  behind   IBM  and  Amdahl.     NAS  does  still 
rate  more  highly  than  Olivetti   and  Siemens. 

TANGIBLE   COMPANY  REQUIREMENTS 

Exhibits  13.15  to  13.17  compare  the  relative  importance 
to  users  of  certain  vendor  company  factors,  and  measure 
vendor  performance  against  those  targets. 


Hardware  support 
Software  maintenance 
System  consultancy 


(8.2) 
(8.2) 
(7.5). 
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§        In  order  of  importance  the  factors  are: 


ocrviLc  uryaiiibaLiuii 

(  7 

D  J 

(  7 

(  7 

Pre- sa 1 es  effort 

( 6 . 

9 ) 

Stab i 1 i  ty 

(6. 

5) 

Size  of  company 

(6. 

1) 

Location  of  company 

(6. 

1) 

Financial  condition 

(6. 

1). 

§        In  the  two  most  important  areas  of  service  organisation 
and  post-sales  effort,  NAS  rates  best  of  all  suppliers 
and  well   above  target. 

•  NAS  outperforms  Olivetti   in  all   factors,   and  Siemens  in 
all   factors  except  company  location. 

t        IBM  is  the  dominant  vendor  in  this  category.     NAS  is 

superior  only  in  the  two  most  important  factors,  post- 
sales  effort   (8.1  against  7.0)   and  service  organisation 
(8.3  against  7.9) . 

•  NAS  beats  target  in  all  parameters. 

4.  INTANGIBLE   PRODUCT  REQUIREMENTS 

t        The  effects  of  the  equipment  on  employees  and  customers 
is  not  highly  rated   (5.9  and  5.3  respectively). 
Exhibit  13.18. 

•  NAS  rated  above  target  for  both  parameters,   and  above 
all   other  suppliers  as  far  as  the  effect  on  customers  is 
concerned . 

t        Both   IBM  and  Olivetti   are  rated  better  than  NAS  for 
equipment  effect  on  employees. 

5.  INTANGIBLE   COMPANY  REQUIREMENTS 


0 


Exhibits  13.19  to  13.22  illustrate  the  relative  impor- 
tance of  intangible  vendor  company  attributes  and  com- 
pare them  to  user  ratings. 
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In  order  of  importance,   the  factors  include: 


Cred i  bi 1 i  ty 
Support  personnel 
System  support  personnel 
Executive  relationships 
Visibility 

Least  amount  of  bother 

Image 

Sal esmen 


(7.8) 
(7.6) 
(7.6) 
(7.5) 
(7.4) 
(7.4) 
(7.2) 
(7.2) 
(7.1) 
(7.1) 
(6.0) 
(5.4). 


Comm  un  i  cat  i  on 


Reput at  i  on 

Advertising 

Entertaining 


NAS  was  rated  above  target  in  all   categories.     In  the 
three  key  areas  of  credibility,   support  personnel  and 
system  support  personnel,  NAS  is  rated  better  than  or  at 
least  equal   to  IBM,   Olivetti   and  Siemens. 

IBM  significantly  outperforms  NAS  in  the  areas  of  adver- 
tising and  company  image,  and  Olivetti   is  rated  better 
for  visibility  and  least  amount  of  bother. 

NAS  was  regarded  as  having  a  poorer  image  than  all  other 
vendors . 

THE   ROLE  OF  THE  DATA   PROCESSING  EQUIPMENT 
BUYER/INFLUENCER 

Exhibit  13.23  shows  that  maintaining  system  availability 
is  the  most  frequently  mentioned  role,  followed  closely 
by  economy. 

The   'other'   roles  mentioned  include  the  fairly  general 
desires  to  maximise  efficiency  (29%  of  respondents),  and 
improve  service  to  users  (18%).     Other  more  specific 
issues  raised  include  managing  the  micro/mainframe 
interface,   increasing  the  involvement  of  end  users, 
developing  data  bases  and   implementing  distributed 
systems . 
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7.       EXTERNAL   ISSUES  AND  FUTURE  REQUIREMENTS 

§        Generally  external   issues  were  regarded  as  of  little 

importance.     Only  one  respondent  would  give  preference 
to  a  national   supplier.     Exhibit  13.24. 

•  In  terms  of  future  requirements,   reliability  and  support 
were  regarded  as  being  the  most  important,  followed  by 
compatibility,  price,   speed  and  software. 

0        Increased  consultancy  and  technical   advice  was  also 

regarded  as  becoming  steadily  more  important.     Also  men- 
tioned by  a  number  of  respondents  is  the  need  to  pre- 
serve current  investment  while  being  able  to  utilise  new 
techniques  and  hardware  as  it  becomes  available. 

C.       ACQUISTION  PROCESS 

1.       PERSONNEL   INVOLVED   IN   DATA   PROCESSING  PROCUREMENT 

•  Exhibits   13.26  to  13.27  summarise  the  numbers  and  type 
of  personnel   involved  in  the  procurement  process. 

On  average,  4.2  people  are  involved  in  the  purchase 
decision. 

A  Director  is  most  frequently  involved,   in  75%  of 
cases,  with  the  Data  Processing  Manager  involved  in 
70%  of  cases. 

t  The  need  for  new  equipment  is  generally  identified  by 
the  DP  manager  (88%  of  cases),  backed  up  by  a  team  in 
29%  of  cases. 

§        Again,   the  DP  Manager  is  most  frequently  involved  in 
recommending  the  purchase  of  equipment. 

•  The  final  decision  is  taken  by  a  Director  in  65%  of 
cases,  with  the  Board  taking  the  decision  in  18%  of 
cases.     6.3%  of  decisions  are  subsequently  overturned. 
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2.       CONSULTANTS  AND  PURCHASING  POLICIES 

•        35%  of  respondents  have  a  firm  purchasing  policy,  with 
two-thirds  of  them  specifying   IBM  compatibility.  The 
other  policies  mentioned  are  favouring  the  existing 
supplier,  and  selecting  from  a  restricted  list  of 
suppliers. 

§        Most  respondents  do  not  have  a  firm  purchasing  policy. 
Exhibit  13.28  illustrates  the  policy  situation. 

D.       MARKET  CHARACTERISTICS 

1.  PROPENSITY  TO  CHANGE  VENDORS 

0        Exhibit  13.30  shows  that  82%  of  respondents  would  be 
willing  to  consider  changing  suppliers.     The  quoted 
reasons  for  considering  a  change  include: 

Cost 

Reliability/Availability 

Establishing  a  mult i -vendor  environment. 

0        The  main  reasons  given  for  being  unwilling  to  change 
vendors  are: 

Compat  i  bi 1 i  ty 

The  constraints  of  operating  in  a  mixed 
environment 

Being  too  closely  tied  to  IBM 

General   satisfaction  with  the  current  supplier. 

2.  WHAT   USERS   SAY   IT  WOULD  TAKE  TO  BE   SOLD   ON  ANOTHER 
VENDOR 

0        Exhibit   13.31   shows  that  the  most  important  factors  to 
be  taken  into  consideration  are: 

Price/performance 
-New  product 
Service 
Price. 
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0        Many  respondents  also   included  negative  reasons  citing 

changes   in  current   supplier's  service  and  support  level, 
or  deteriorating  product  performance  as  reasons  for 
change. 

3.       USERS'    CONSIDERATION  OF  BUYING  FROM  PCMS  AND  LARGE 
SYSTEMS  VENDORS 

0        Exhibit   13.32  shows  that  only  2  users  would  not  consider 
buying  from  PCMs  or  other   large  systems  vendors.  The 
reasons  given  are  policy,   and  concern  about  potential 
conversion  difficulties   and  problems   in  obtaining  support. 

0        The  remaining  users   said  that  they  would  consider  buying 
from  this  group,  mainly  to  keep  all   options  open. 
Specific  reasons  given  include: 

Comp  at  i  b  i 1 i  ty 

Effective  support 

Operating  system  compatibility. 

E.  PERCEPTIONS  OF  VENDORS 

1.  PRODUCT  RELIABILITY   (Exhibit  GI3.33) 

0  NAS  is  better  perceived  than  either  Amdahl  or  Siemens, 
but  is  marginally  less  well  regarded  than  Olivetti  and 
significantly  less  well   than  IBM. 

0        This  perception   is   amplified  by  existing  users  who  rate 
NAS  less  well   than  Amdahl   or  Olivetti,   but  better  than 
Siemens.     (Exhibit  13.11). 

0        Reliability   is  rated  the  most   important  factor  by  all 

respondents,   and   is  one  of  the  few  areas  where  NAS  falls 
below  target. 

2.  PRICE  (Exhibit  13.34) 

0        NAS   is  generally  well   perceived   in  this   area,  being 
outrated  only  by  Olivetti. 

0  Among  existing  users,  however,  NAS  is  ranked  second  to 
Amdahl   and  better  than  Olivetti.     (Exhibit  13.10). 
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3.  PRODUCT  PERFORMANCE   (Exhibit  13.35) 

•  NAS's  product  performance  is  fairly  well  regarded, 
ranked  second  only  to  IBM.     The  gap  between   IBM  and  NAS 
is  wide,   5.1  against  3.8,  on  a  scale  of  1  to  6.     The  NAS 
rating  of  3.8  is  only  moderate. 

0        Among  existing  users,   however,   NAS  is  rated  better  than 
all   other  suppliers  except  Amdahl.     (Exhibit  13.10). 

4.  PRODUCT  RANGE   (Exhibit  13.36) 

•  IBM  and  Olivetti   are  regarded  as  having  the  best  product 
range,  with  NAS  ranking  a  poor  third. 

f  Among  actual  users,  however,  NAS  rates  second  only  to 
IBM,  and  significantly  ahead  of  Olivetti  and  Siemens. 
(Exhibit  13.15). 

5.  COMPANY   IMAGE   (Exhibit  13.37) 

•  NAS's  image  is  poor,   rating  below  IBM,   Olivetti  and 
Siemens,   but  ahead  of  Amdahl. 

0  Among  existing  users  (Exhibit  13.21),  the  picture  is 
even  worse,  with  NAS  having  the  poorest  image  of  all 
su pp 1 i  er  s  . 

6.  MARKETING  STRENGTH   (Exhibit  13.38) 

0  Again,  perceptions  about  NAS's  marketing  strength  are 
poor.     Only  Amdahl   is  regarded  as  being  weaker. 

7.  PERSONNEL    (Exhibit  13.39) 

0        NAS  personnel   are  fairly  well   thought  of,   being  rated 

above  Amdahl   and  Siemens,  marginally  below  Olivetti  and 
significantly  (3.5  against  4.8)   below  IBM. 

0        Among  actual   users,   NAS  support  personnel   are  rated 
better  than  target,   and  better  than  that  of  IBM, 
Olivetti   and  Siemens.     Only  Amdahl   support  and  systems 
support  personnel   are  more  highly  regarded  by  actual 
users.     (Exhibits   13.19  and  13.20). 
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APPENDIX    :  QUESTIONNAIRE 


QUEST lONARIO  YNAE 


I.   BASE  DI  GRANDI  SISTEMI 

A.     Che  configurazione  ha  il  Vostro  hardware"*",  sia  quelle  attualmente  in  opera 
che  quelle  ordinate? 


NUMERO  DI  UNITA' 

TIPO  VENDITORE  flODELLO  IN  OPERA         ORDINATO  VALORe' 


Elaboratore 
centrale 

Memoria 

Disco 

Nastro 

II.   PARAMETRI  DI  FEDELTA' 

Come  classifichereste  il  grado  della  Vostra  fedelta  verso  gli  attuali  vendi- 
tori  di  grand!  sistemi  in  fatto  di  durata  dei  rapporti,  affari  futuri,  ecc, 
e  perche? 

1  =  Zero,  abbiamo  gia  cambiato  fornitore 

2  =  Zero,  prevediamo  di  cambiare  fornitore 

3  =  Zero,  ma  non  intendiamo  cambiare  fornitore 

4  =  Fedelta,  ma  esaminiamo  sempre  offerte  di  altri  fornitori  prima  di  fare 

un  acquisto 

5  =  Fedelta,  ma  a  volte  esaminiamo  offerte  di  altri  fornitori  prima  di  fare 

un  acquisto 

6  =  Fedelta,  non  esaminiamo  mai  offerte  di  altri  fornitori  prima  di  fare  un 

acquisto 

A.     Fornitore (i)   attuale(i)  Fattore  di  fedelta  Ragione 


Ai  fini  del  presente  un  grande  sistema  e  un  elaboratore  centrale  con  un 
valore  installato   (se  venduto)   di  1  milione  di  Sterline. 


Valore  -  Installato  negli  ultimi  24  mesi. 


B.     Favorite  descrivere  la  Vostra  fedelta  in  termini  del  rapporto  fra  la  Societa 


e  i  suoi  prodotti.     La  fedelta  si  basa  su; 


50%  societa  /  50%  pro- 
dotti 

75%  s.   /  25%  prodotti 
100%s.   /    0%  prodotti 
25%  s.   /  75%  prodotti 
0%  s.   /100%  prodotti 


Ragione 


C.     Che  cosa  Vi  place  o  displace  degli  attuali  fornitore(i)   e  prodotti? 
Fornitore (1)  Place  Displace 


Prodotti  Place  Displace 


D.     Favorite  stimare  il  periodo  dl  rapporti  d'affarl  fra  la  Vostra  Societa  e  1 
grossl  fornitori  prima  che  aveste  acquistato   (leaslng/nolegglo)  da  essl: 


Periodo  dl  rapporti  commerclali  prima  dell ' acquisto 


Fornitore 
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III.   TENDENZE  NEGLI  ACQUISTI  ED  INFLUENZE 


A.  Esigenze 


Che  ordine  di  importanza  hanno  le  seguenti  voci  nel  processo  decisionale  d' 
acquisto  di  grandi  sistemi  e  nei  riguardi  del  comportamento  degli  attuali  fornitori? 


Esigenza  Grado  d' importanza  Grado  di  comportamento 

  -   per  Voi   attuale(i)    fornitore (i) 

(1  =  basso,   10  =  altissimo)         1  =  scadente,    10  =  eccellente) 


A 

B 

I 

I 

0 

N 

S 

M 

A 

B 

C 

L 

A 

I 

D 
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M 
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I 
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E 

A 

F 

V 

M 

H 

E 

E 

L 

T 

N 

T 

S 

I 

1.     Tangibile  -  Prodotti 

a.  Prezzo  (assoluto)     

b.  Prestazioni     

c.  Prezzo /prestazioni     

d.  Compatibilita     

e.  Riclassific.  (potenziamento)     

f.  Affidamento     

g.  Disponibilita     

h.  Qualita     

i.  Ambiente     

j .  Ingombro     

k.     Capacita  di  consulenza  per 

determinare  i  Vostri  bisogni     

m.  Altri 


2.     Tangibile  -  Supporto 

a.  Hardware 

b.  Manutenzione  software 

c.  Consulenza  sui  sistemi 


3.  Tangibile  -  Societa 

a.  Gamma  prodotti 

b.  Dimensioni  societa 

c.  Localita  societa 

d.  Condizioni  finanziarie 

e.  Stabilita 

f.  Organizzazione  servizio 

g.  Sforzo  prevendita 

h.  Assistenza  postvendita 

4.  Intangibile  -  Prodotti 

a.  Effetti  attrezzature  sui  di- 
pendenti 

b.  Effetti  attrezzatura  sulla 
clientela 

c.  Altro 
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5.     Intangibile  -  Societa 

a.  Rapporti  con  i  funzionari 

b.  Venditore 

c.  Personale  di  assistenza 

d.  Personale  sistemi 

e.  Comunicazioni  general! 

f.  Reputazione 

g.  Immagine 

h.  Visibilita 

i.  Piibblicita 

j .  Credibility 

k.  Minimo  disturbo 

1.  Stile  e  frequenza  ospitalita 

m.  Altro 


6.     Quali  di  queste  esigenze  avrebbe  iin ' importanza  prioritaria  maggiore  o  infer lore 
in  futuro  e  perche? 


B.  Ruolo 

Qual'e  il  Vostro  ruolo  piu  importante?  (es.  aiamentare  la  disponibilita  del 
sistema,  ridurre  i  costi  come  percentuale  degli  introiti,  ecc.) 


C.     Fattori  esterni 

Favorite  precisare,   se  applicabili,  quali  fattori  esterni    (nazionalismo"^ ,  durata 
piu  breve  del  prodotto,  cambiamenti  nell ' industria,  ecc.)   e  in  che  misura  hanno 
influenzato  la  Vostra  percezione  del  prodotto,  del  fornitore  e  dei  Vostri  ac- 
quisti/decisione  di  acquisto. 


Es.  Date  preferenza  a  costruttori  nazionali? 
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IV. 

A.  Come  descrivereste  il  processo  decisionale  d'acquisto  della  Vostra  Societa 
nei  riguardi  di  grandi  sistemi? 

Aspetto  Conunento 

1 .  Numero  di  persone  partecipanti   

2.  Livello  delle  persone  partecipanti   

3.  Periodo  di  tempo  richiesto   

4.  Politica  sociale  di  acquistare  da 

certi  fornitori   

5.  Offerta  pubblica  

6.  Raccomandazione  del  fornitore  o  del 

consulente   

7.  Altro   

B.  Chi: 

1 .  identifica  i  grandi  sistemi  di  cui 

avete  bisogno?   

2.  raccomanda  1 'acquis to?   

3.  prende  la  decisione  finale?   

C.  Che  percentuale  di  raccomandazioni  o   

decisioni  in  fatto  di  grandi  sistemi   

e  respinta?   

V.      PROPENSITA'   A  CAMBIARE  FORNITORI 

A.     Come  definireste  la  propensity  della 
Vostra  Societa  a  cambiare  i  fornitori 
di  grandi  sistemi? 

Grado  di  cambiamento 

"^ipo  Ragione  Parziale  Totale 

1 .  Contrario 

2.  Favorevole 


B. 


Che  cosa  indurrebbe  la  Vostra  Societa  a  cambiare  fornitore? 
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VI.    PERCEZIONI  DEL  FORNITORE 

A.     Favorite  riportare  le  Vostre  impressioni  sulle  societa  sottoelencate  e 
le  loro  capacita. 

(l=sconosciuta,  2=inaccettabile ,   3=discreta,  4=adeguata,  5=buona,  5=eccellente) 


- 

SOCIETA' 

AMDAHL 

BASF 

IBM 

ICL  (solo 
Regno  Unito) 

w 
z 

OLIVETTI 
(solo  Italia) 

SIEMENS  (solo 
Germania) 

1 .     Gamma  prodotti 

2.     Prestazioni  prodotti 

3.     Affidamento  prodotti 

4.  Prezzo 

5.     Immagine  sociale 

6.     Forza  di  marketing 

7.  Personale 

B.     Prendereste  in  considerazione  I'acquisto  da  una  di  queste  societa  che  non 
siano  attualmente  gia  Vostre  fornitrici?    Perche  o  perche  no? 


Molte  grazie 


